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OU might naturally expect me on an occasion like this 

to congratulate you on the splendid training which 
you have received in the principles and practise of your 
religion, and I do congratulate you on that most important 
advantage which is yours at the outset of your career in 
life. But, I choose rather to take for my line of thought 
another matter on which to offer my congratulations and 
to encourage you, if I may, in the tasks, the real, actual 
tasks, that now lie so invitingly before you. I wish, re- 
ligion apart, to place before you for your appreciation 
of what Canisius has given you, and for your higher heart 
in your career now opening before you, the thought that 
an education, the education you have received here, equips 
you as none other could, for the duties and responsibilities 
of life. You have been taught to think. Those who were 
charged before God with the task of preparing you for 
living as Christians and as citizens of this great Republic 
have had the grand courage of a high and noble philosophy 
of education which they have not diminished in deference 
to any consideration of utility or timeliness. They have 
never lowered the flag of this system, which challenges the 
spirit of the age and defies the secularism and paganism 
that have invaded education in so many quarters. 

Your teachers, adhering to an ancient, time-tried, but 
elsewhere discredited tradition, have regarded you as chil- 
dren of God, primarily destined to a supernatural life, 
and from the spiritual wealth of that conception they have 
showered on your souls inspiration, idealization and high 
ethical endowment which will be the most precious of your 
educational inheritance derived from this college. They 
have not hesitated to talk to you of your souls. Elsewhere 
the word soul is taboo in the class of psychology and 
philosophy. Elsewhere it is a word savoring of the super- 
stitious past. I have actually heard a professor of so- 
called philosophy declare that he would not admit the word 
into discussion in his classroom because he felt obliged to 
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exclude religious controversy. Shades of Aristotle and- 
Aquinas and all the great thinkers. Philosophy without 
a soul, psychology that reduces the soul to the nervous 
system. Your teachers were free not only from professed 
Materialism, which, fortunately is rare in our institutions 
of learning in America, but from the implicit materialism 
which dares not mention the soul because some might ob- 
ject that it is a theological concept. Your teachers dared 
talk to you of a soul, of a soul created by God, destined for 
God, likest to God, and they had the consequent courage 
to teach you that, through all your life the salvation of that 
soul is to be your paramount concern. They dared 
further, in the training of your native powers of knowl- 
edge, will and feeling, to keep the idea of the soul as a 
spiritual substance constantly before your mirids; they 
were not content to train your five senses in keenness of 
observation, to show you how by discipline you should 
train memory and imagination; they went into the region 
of abstract thought and showed you how to exercise your 
intellect in the appreciation of principles. They alone 
could do it. A Materialist by conviction would have told 
you that you had no reasoning power higher than the 
power of association which we share with lower animals. 
A Materialist of the kind most common in this country, 
the implicit Materialist, would have smiled at your aspira- 
tion toward thinking on abstract principles and laughed at 
your claim that you had a soul capable of reasoning. 
Now, I do not deny that, in a large sense seeing is think- 
ing, hearing is thinking, smelling is thinking, remembering 
or imagining is thinking; but I do maintain that reason- 
ing is the higher thinking, that generalization from ex- 
perience is the higher thinking, that estimation of abstract 
principles is the higher thinking. And I maintain more- 
over that only those who recognize the existence of a soul 
and can prove the existence of a soul may, as educators, 
train young men as you have been trained in thinking. 
Oh, I know you have, at times, resented the constraint of 
mental discipline, you have chafed at the restrictions of 
formal logic, with its Barbara, Celarent and the rest. You 
may even have envied the free, pleasant play of sense and 
imagination in the more attractive curriculum and practise 
of other institutions. But time will teach you to estimate 
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your advantages. Experience will show you that, even 
from a practical point of view, your training is more thor- 
ough, in that, teaching you the highest kind of thinking, 
while not neglecting the lower form of sense-training, at- 
tention, interest, memory and imagination, it puts you in a 
position of advantage. It does this not only in relation to 
religious truth, but in relation to all truth whatsoever. 
For the highest thinking is the clearest thinking. It is the 
soundest thinking and the sanest thinking. And, if you 
ever come to the point, at which I believe sincerely I stand, 
viewing as an educator the various rival systems of educa- 
tion, you will glory at that which was given you here at 
Canisius and with pity rather than blame, you will look 
down on other systems which cannot afford to have the 
courage which your teachers have, the courage to admit 
man has a soul and to train that soul systematically in the 
exercise of the highest powers with which God has en- 
dowed it. 

This, I admit, not apologizing to you, but rather to those 
who shy at philosophy, is somewhat philosophical. Let me 
take two concrete examples. The first is science. I know 
that Catholics, Catholic theologians, above all, Catholic 
Bishops, are supposed to be afraid of science. Science 
was going to overturn all theology. Science was going to 
show us what the universe is, what man is, that there is 
no God, that religion, consequently, has no foundation. 
But where are we today? It is not a question of what 
science can do to theology; it is a question rather of the 
possibility of science itself. I have heard in my time 
various professors of science declare that science consists 
in exact measurements. The soul being eliminated, our 
powers of knowing being restricted to the senses, how else 
could science be defined? If knowledge is made scientific 
merely by being exact, then the birds of the air, the fishes 
of the sea, the beasts of the forest, who see and hear and 
smell better than we do are more scientific than we are. 
Would it not seem a paradox to most, that compared with 
other institutions, Canisius College stands for the true 
conception of science? And yet, it is literally true, for 
here by definite philosophical training, the young mind is 
disciplined in the search of causes, explanations, prin- 
ciples, and ultimately, God’s most beneficent laws, and this 
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search, after the facts are ascertained, is the true and the 
only cultural, soul-expanding business of science. Science 
conceived in terms of exact measurements may make me- 
chanical or electrical engineers, but it will never develop 
the soul, nor will it enhance the dignity of men as children 
of God. 

I promised you two instances. The second is taken 
from the still more important realm of social and political 
thinking. I am profoundly convinced, as are many others, 
that much of the confusion and distress of these our 
times is due to irreligion. But passing over that, I am 
submitting to this learned audience the question whether it 
is not largely due also to lack of clear and coherent think- 
ing. We can reason at a very early age about baseball. 
We can reason about dollars. We can reason about an 
automobile, a radio-equipment, a race-horse or a golf 
champion. We can even discuss a book or a play or a 
piece of music, arguing from our preferences or our dis- 
likes. But, how few can dismiss prejudice and discuss 
prohibition or the tariff or Darwinism or the League of 
Nations from principles which we are prepared to defend, 
and to conclusions which are fairly drawn from those 
principles? The Church was supposed to fear what was 
called freedom of thought. I declare to you now that the 
Church has more to fear from the inability to think. 

And not only the Church but the State. A few years 
ago our beloved Republic needed soldiers to fight for her. 
And, thank God, her call met with a willing and generous 
response. That need, fortunately, has passed. Today, 
and always, she needs citizens obedient to law, reverent of 
authority, lovers of peace and public order, tolerant of 
each other’s differences in religion and in other things, 
respecting the bond of common citizenship, ready to de- 
fend her institutions, in peace as wellas in war. But, too, 
she needs men and women who can think, who can set 
aside passion and selfishness, prejudice and self interest, 
and seizing the great principles underlying morality and 
state polity, work out, God guiding and God helping them, 
a practical code of conduct towards law, towards property, 
towards freedom and towards social justice. Throw out 
the soul as a definite concept in education and I for one 
can see no philosophy of the State except utilitarianism, 
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and we know where that will ultimately land us—where 
Russia is. If we are still far from conditions as they 
exist in Russia, it is due, though the saying may sound 
harsh, not to education steeped in secularism, but to an in- 
grained and socially inherited Christianity that survives in 
spite of secularist, soul-excluding education. 

Young men, you owe much to your college. I have 
tried in brief, to remind you of one important advantage 
that you owe. You have learned the art of thinking in 
terms of principles, which after all, are spiritual. As 
you value that training, as you value your future welfare, 
as you value your own souls, never be so cowardly as to 
fail to appreciate it, never yield to others who may glory 
in what is really inferior. Glorious work has been 
wrought for you here. With means comparatively slender, 
but with devotion that is boundless, because it has God for 
its source and inspiration, your teachers have taught you 
to think. They have developed in you a power that God 
meant you to use. In so doing they have fashioned you 
into children of God worthy of your Divine inheritance 
and into useful citizens of this great Republic. Having 
learned to think in terms of God you can never be false 
to him, and having learned to think clearly of the funda- 
mentals of citizenship, you should always, and you will 
be among those who will serve your country most faith- 
fully. Others may shout more loudly in acclamation of 
the flag, others may arrogate to themselves, as they do, the 
exclusive title of patriotic Americans, but understanding 
clearly the great basic principles of free government, 
realizing your true responsibilities as citizens and your 
dignity of children of God, you will ever be an influence 
for liberty, for order, for the peace and prosperity of our 
beloved country. 





The Plague of Pseudo-Science 


Rev. JosepH KEATING, S.J. 
Reprinted from the London “Month” 


T is sad to think that, whereas truth is difficult enough 
to grasp with our imperfect human faculties, even when 
the effort is sincere and the circumstances favorable, there 
prevail in our midst almost innumerable agencies for dis- 
seminating falsehood. I am not referring now to the daily 
or weekly press, for if a person believes anything on the 
sole authority of a party journal his zeal for truth cannot 
be called very strong. I refer to the perversion of history 
on which non-Catholic youth in this country is trained and 
of which this review has said much in the past, and es- 
pecially to the perversion of science, spread abroad by a 
multitude of atheistic textbooks, still following the Dar- 
winian tradition. Mr. Wells’s “Outline of History” is an 
excellent type of the former, and Professor Thomson's 
“Outline of Science,” though a fairer book, must yet be 
classed amongst the latter. Accordingly part of our duty 
as Catholics is to bear witness to the truth, in one or other 
of these departments, to the best of our ability, and at 
least to bear witness against what is false. 

“Slowly but surely the idea of evolution is undermining 
the foundations of orthodox Christian theology.” These 
are the words with which an eminent freethinker, Mr. E. 
G. A. Holmes, to whose free (and incorrect) thought 
about Christianity we had occasion to call attention in this 
Review a dozen years ago, opens an article in a recent 
number of the Hibbert Journal. 

It is not our purpose to dwell upon that article, which 
shows indeed that Mr. Holmes has no more understanding 
of Christianity now than he had then, nor to point out in 
detail the puerility of his arguments against the funda- 
mental laws of thought, no step of which discussion could 
he rationally take without implicitly calling on their aid. 

We merely wish to emphasize again that the supposed 

quarrel between religion and science, herein insisted on, 

can only be maintained by gross and persistent misrepre- 

sentation of what religion stands for and what are the 

achievements of science. The notion that Christian 

theology is afraid of the “idea of evolution” shows the 
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obscurantism in which your modernist dwells. This par- 
ticular assailant is of course unaware that St. Gregory 
of Nyssa in the East and St. Augustine of Hippo in the 
West, relying solely on the Biblical record, held an evo- 
lutionary theory in regard to the origin of species far more 
thorough than that of Darwin, whilst St. Thomas and 
the Scholastics found no difficulty even in the evolution 
of life from non-living matter. It was, in fact, the growth 
of the scientific spirit in the Church, the fuller investiga- 
tion and clearer understanding of the laws of nature, 
brought about in many cases by ecclesiastics, that 
gradually made her later theologians chary of such sweep- 
ing hypotheses. It is the free-thinker now who has be- 
come credulous, who allows his desires to damage his 
capacity for truth, who goes beyond what evidence war- 
rants, who cultivates apriorism and prejudice. It is a 
strange nemesis on the rationalist abuse of human reason 
that its votaries should thus fall into superstition and sink 
to forgery and falsehood, whilst the Church, miscalled 
the foe of learning, remains almost the sole refuge of 
correct, self-consistent thought. And if there is one idea 
more than another familiar to that Church, it is the idea 
of evolution, for she alone teaches the existence of the 
Absolute, without which the contingent could not evolve. 
If we read his misty metaphysics aright, Mr. Holmes con- 
ceives the Absolute as itself a result or process of evolu- 
tion, God instead of “being” may be “becoming,” as if 
there could be an intermediate stage between existence as 
such and non-existence. Having disposed of the law of 
contradiction, he proceeds to reject revelation as well as 
reason, and imagines that the idea of God is a work of 
human minds, which are still engaged in elaborating and 
modifying their own creation. He does not know that, 
so far from Christian theology being embedded in “a 
static conception of the universe’—to use his curious 
phrase—it teaches that God is not only Absolute Being 
but pure Activity, that the Divine energy is so immense 
as to find necessary expression in the ineffable wonder of 
the Trinity, that the essence of creaturehood is mutability 
and change, that, though God is necessarily changeless, 
being infinitely perfect, man’s thought about God is always 
growing in richness and variety. There is a good deal, in 
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fact, that Mr. Holmes does not know about Christian 
theology and Catholic doctrine, and his ignorance will not 
be dissipated by a casual search amongst theological text- 
books. 

But the notion which he expresses is, after all, prevalent 
enough, owing to the determinedly atheistic attitude 
adopted by modern scientific teaching. Apart from the 
writings of avowed materialists of the school of Heckel, 
there is a lamentable fear and disuse in the scientific 
writings of our day, of knowledge derived from revela- 
tion. The giants of science a generation or two ago were 
bolder or more honest; Lord Kelvin, Professor Stewart, 
Professor Tait, Sir W. Siemens, Sir J. Herschel, Faraday, 
Clerk-Maxwell, A. R. Wallace, etc-—these men had no 
hesitation in proclaiming in their scientific books the 
necessary existence of a First Cause. “No system of the 
Universe,” said J. W. Dawson, “can dispense with a First 
Cause, eternal and self-existent ; and the First Cause must 
necessarily be the living God, whose will is the ultimate 
force and the origin of natural law.” By far the greater 
proportion of eminent scientific men in the past have 
believed in revelation and not a few have proclaimed their 
belief, but it is becoming increasingly rare to find modern 
scientific writers acknowledging that source of informa- 
tion. It is true that the sciences of observation are not 
concerned with ultimate causes, still less with religious 
philosophy, yet surely the knowledge wherewith God has 
supplemented the researches of reason should be employed 
or kept in mind when hypotheses are framed to account 
for observed facts. The materialists have set an unfor- 
tunate fashion in this matter, and although their doctrine 
is all but abandoned, few have had the courage to shake 
off their literary methods. 

The recently published “Outline of Science,” as we have 
suggested, which is an endeavor to make the “general 
reader” aware of the present state of knowledge in every 
department of scientific research, is a great offender in 
this way. It assumes that before Darwin and Spencer 
the idea of evolution was comparatively unknown, whereas 
the human mind necessarily investigates causes and in 
no branch of study has its historical development ever 
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been neglected. The old lawyers went back to Roman 
law; the physicians, alchemists, astronomers, were all 
acquainted with what their predecessors had achieved; 
even theology had its positive side, and the gradual un- 
folding of the deposit of revelation was recognized from 
the first. Evolution in its wider aspect simply means a 
process of growth, an idea always familiar to mankind. 
What the great physical scientists did was to apply that 
familiar notion to the organic world, and to endeavor to 
account for existing species by tracing their ancestry. 
“The Doctrine of Evolution,” says the “Outline of 
Science,” with the air of announcing a discovery, “statés 
the fact that the present is the child of the past and the 
parent of the future.” Who in the world ever denied that 
truism? But it is another thing to assume as an estab- 
lished fact that the author of nature never intervened 
directly or indirectly in the history of His creation to 
introduce new forces, and to assist or modify development. 
The whole of the materialistic treatment of the subject 
is vitiated by the assumption that there is no Creator 
and no Designer, that the alleged development of the 
vast organic world from a few simple elements is the 
outcome of blind impulses and self-established laws. 
Hence the “Outline of Science” and other popular works 
are full of dishonesty, the dice are loaded against any 
hypothesis save the materialistic one, difficulties enormous 
and insurmountable are ignored or discounted, and the 
evidence, especially in support of the animal origin of 
man, is flagrantly and impudently “cooked.” The hopeless 
inadequacy of Darwin’s theory of natural selection to 
account for development of species has been demonstrated 
times out of mind, historically, mathematically, philosoph- 
ically. It has ceased to be, with the learned, even an 
hypothesis. Yet the “Outline of Science” solemnly re- 
states the old discredited process—variation, hereditary 
transmission, the struggle for existence—as if its adequacy 
had never been challenged, as if blind chance, given time, 
could effect what human intelligence, working with all the 
inherited skill of the ages, has never been able to accom- 
plish—the creation of a real and permanent new species. 
All the “genealogies,” animal or vegetable, so plentifully 
supplied by writers of this class, are literally figments of 
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the brain, or rather of the imagination. There is no sup- 
port for the evolution of species in fossil botany; the 
record of the rocks tells us nothing certain about the de- 
velopment of the horse or any other animal. There can 
be no objection to these fancies being put forward as 
what they are—conjectures based upon a few slight indi- 
cations which may just as well be interpreted otherwise. 
But again and again these ideas are stated as facts. Some 
consciousness of the dishonesty of this proceeding seems 
to have been awakened in a writer in the “Outline.” 
After stating (p. 274) that “it is quite illegitimate to infer . 
from our dubiety in regard to the factors of evolution any 
hesitation as to the fact”—here, we notice, Darwinism is 
actually advanced from the sphere of hypothesis into that 
of reality—he goes on to say: 


Our frankness in admitting difficulties [he nowhere fairly states, 
or resolutely faces them] and relative ignorance in regard to the 
variations and selections that led from certain dinosaurs to birds 
cannot be used by any fair-minded inquirer as an argument against 
the idea of evolution. For how else could birds have arisen? 
[Italics ours]. 


The idea of special creation is apparently ruled abso- 
lutely out of court by this fair-minded Darwinian. No 
wonder that Mr. Holmes, wishing to recommend the idea 
of evolution, is first of all at pains to destroy the trust- 
worthiness of reason. Even Mr. A. R. Wallace, devoted 
Darwinian though he was, declared that at least thrice in 
the process of development a new force must have inter- 
vened to accomplish what no natural forces could effect, 
viz., the production of life, the production of sensation 
or consciousness, the production of reason. Why do 
Darwinians ignore Wallace, one inventor of the theory 
of natural selection, and pin their faith upon the other? 
Of course, Paleontology in any case can only exhibit 
the material structural varieties of things, but even here 
there is a complete absence of gradation. There is prog- 
ress in complexity of organization from epoch to epoch, 
but, on the other hand, each displays its particular forms 
quite abruptly and in relative perfection. One feels in 
reading evolutionary treatises that the facts are being 
explained (and sometimes explained away) to fit the 
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theory, not that the theory has been drawn from the facts. 
The truth is, the rationalists, in their hurry to get rid of 
creation and design, have eagerly seized upon an hypo- 
thesis which, however superficially plausible, is essentially 
inadequate as an explanation of the genesis of species, and 
they do not see how they can retreat without discredit. 

Such methods, practised now through several géenera- 
tions and perpetuated in text-books and museum-exhibits, 
naturally provoke irritation amongst those who reverence 
truth and respect reason. Hence we are not surprised that, 
on the other side, there is a certain tone of acrimony and a 
certain violence of argument employed in dealing with the 
materialists. It would seem that the United States, always 
prolific in strange types, produces a larger crop of athe- 
istic evolutionists than grows in the effete soil of Europe. 
Consequently we find there a corresponding output of 
vigorous, hard-hitting literature devoted to the cause of 
sanity: and truth. The opposition is excited, not so much 
by the theory of evolution properly understood and sup- 
ported, which, as we know, has many Catholic advocates, 
but by the unwarrantable extension of the theory to ex- 
plain the origin of the human race. The dogmatic violence 
of the supporters of the simian relationship of man has 
provoked such a reaction that Mr. W. J. Bryan and others 
have projected a law to prevent the teaching of Darwin- 
ism in the schools of America. Certainly a Darwinism 
which destroys the notion of free-will and moral respon- - 
sibility, and which thus strikes at the roots of civilization, 
might well be forbidden by law. And the practical athe- 
ism under the guise of science, which flourishes in our 
universities and in those of the States, is as real a menace 
to social well-being as the crude Marxianism and class- 
war taught in the Communistic “Red-Schools.” 

However, the follies and pretences of pseudo-science 
are best met by vigorous and persistent exposure. <A 
volume, to which we have had occasion to allude more 
than once—Mr. A. McCann’s “God—or Gorilla”—admir- 
ably fulfils this necessary réle. Its immediate occasion 
was the display, in the New York Museum of Natural 
History, of several cases containing supposed illustrations 
of the evolution of man. In these cases, models of all 
the much-debated skeletal fragments of palzolithic man 
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are “reconstructed” and arranged chronologically to sug- 
gest his descent from some ancestor from whom have also 
descended the race of apes. This exhibit, as it stands, 
and the accompanying guide-book, as much by what they 
assert as by what they ignore or conceal, form a con- 
structive falsehood, devoted to bolstering up an unproved 
if not an exploded theory; accordingly, starting with this 
palmary instance of its deceptive methods, Mr. McCann 
proceeds to examine the whole field of atheistic evolution 
and to show how it prostitutes the fair name of science, 
and grievously misleads those that trust in it. Aided by 
a large series of admirable illustrations, Mr. McCann pro- 
ceeds on his savagely-facetious way, using a bludgeon 
where the late editor of this periodical wielded a rapier, 
and probably finding the weapon more effective on the 
heads with which he deals. He is not fighting science, 
but that masquerade of science which manipulates, exag- 
gerates and suppresses facts in order to establish some 
favorite theory. At the same time, though his attack is 
on the whole sound and well-sustained, he sometimes over- 
looks points in favor of his adversaries. For instance, in 
dating these various prehistoric human remains scientific 
men rely a great deal upon the “cultural” evidence of the 
strata which contains them and upon the fossil remains of 
other animals whose range of existence is otherwise known. 
Although the union of the chimpanzee mandible with the 
human brain-pan in the case of the Piltdown: skull is 
quite unwarranted, the remains can be proved early 
Pleistocene from the flints and other implements found 
with them. However, his book remains a convincing 
demonstration, not of the falseness of the evolutionary 
theory, which as a whole has been neither proved nor dis- 
proved, although the process suggested by Darwin has 
been found inadequate, but of the subterfuges and dis- 
honesty of the materialists, and it should be found along- 
side Professor Windle’s “Church and Science” in every 
Catholic library. For the endeavor to persuade mew that 
they are evolved from brutes is radically inspired by the 
desire to get them free from the moral law and respon- 
sibility to a Creator. It is an endeavor which has long 
ago failed, as all would recognize if it were not for the 
conspiracy against the truth engineered by the pseudo- 
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scientists. The result of their efforts has been declared 
once for all by Professor Virchow, a non-Catholic scientist 
of repute, who says: “Every positive advance which we 
have made in that study [prehistoric anthropology] has 
removed us further than before from any proof of evolu- 
tion to be found there. Man has not descended from the 
ape nor has any ape-man ever existed.” 

Amongst the acts that have discredited Darwinism and 
which on that account Darwinians rather ignore, the ex- 
periments of Abbot Mendel take first rank. They were 
published a few years after the publication of the “Origin 
of Species,” but the Abbot lacked advertisement, and his 
revolutionary discoveries were not really made public 
till 1900. They did not profess, as Darwin’s theory did, 
to account for the emergence of new species, but they 
established facts which show the uselessness of natural 
selection. Mendel demonstrated that the cause of varia- 
tions is something intrinsic, some property of the germ- 
cell which alternately acts and ceases to act according to 
a definite law. It leaves us with the old mystery—what 
determines the fixity of species, how did these very 
definite laws become inherent in living matter? True 
science is humble and confesses ignorance. False science 
pridefully tries to hide ignorance under a cloud of words. 
But the mystery remains as a constant spur to human 
curiosity. 

Apart from the need of refuting the attempt to con- 
nect man with the brute, on the sole grounds of resemb- 
lance in bodily structure, the study of prehistoric times 
is one of great importance for our apologists. That the 
physical nature of the crown of creation should be, as it 
were, the basic idea on which the Creator has elaborated 
such a vast number of variations, is not surprising. But 
whilst resemblance can never be a proof of relationship, 
still, the doctrine of the Fall, taught by revelation, pre- 
pares us to find primitive man in a degraded condition. 
And so we always need, actively and consciously, to bring 
the impressions which we receive from the Genesis narra- 
tive into accord with the established facts of paleontology, 
or else we shall run the risk of adopting views not war- 
ranted by revelation. The first notion to get rid of is 
that foisted upon the Christian mind by the Biblical chron- 
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ology of the Protestant Archbishop Ussher. Mr. Edmond 
Holmes, in his ignorance of the Catholic faith, imagines 
that we are bound to hold that the parents of the human 
race existed at the utmost some six thousand years ago. 
That is demonstrably incorrect. Catholic chronologists 
know that Genesis gives no certain data. Even the cau- 
tious and conservative Abbé Vigouroux, in his “Diction- 
naire de la Bible,” sets down its chronology thus: 


Creation : ‘ g : ; ? 
Deluge : : : F ; 3 ? 
Abraham leaves Ur i ; . 2138 B.c. 


So there may be gaps in the patriarchal record long 
enough to allow for physical degeneration, as well as for 
the moral corruption of which we read. Moreover, Arch- 
bishop Sheehan significantly reminds us that, whilst we 
are bound to believe that the present human race are all 
descended from Adam and Eve, the Church has never 
condemned the opinion that a race of men lived on the 
earth, but became extinct before the creation of Adam. 
The Catholic apologist, as we have often pointed out 
should be at great pains to ascertain the exact limits of 
revelation in regard to human origins and primitive his- 
tory, for it is in that direction that the rationalist finds it 
easiest to advance to the attack. There is room for a 
detailed and popular “harmony” between the book of 
nature and the Bible which only those well acquainted with 
both should attempt. Such a reconciliation would at once 
satisfy the intellectual demands of the Catholic and pro- 
vide him with a needed defense of the Faith. For the 
rationalist is most effectually discomfited when he finds 
that there are no real grounds of conflict between Church 
teaching and the assured results of scientific research. 









































British Education Laws 


H. CHRISTOPHER WATTS. 
The N.C. W.C. News Service. 


HE question as to the right of the parent to control 

the education of his child has never been debated 
in England. It has always been accepted as a funda- 
mental principle of English law, which has gone very far, 
in spite of efforts made towards nationalization of edu- 
cation, to recognize parental rights in the matter of edu- 
cation. 

The educational controversies which have waged in 
England during the past quarter of a century have been 
concerned with the securing from the State of an ade- 
quate allocation of State educational grants for religious 
schools. Up to 1870 England had no efficient, organized 
system of popular instruction. Since that time a national 
system of schools has grown up. But no attempt has ever 
been made to do away with private or religious schools on 
the ground that the State should have absolute control of 
all education. 

English law with reference to education is contained 
in the statute law which can only be interpreted by the 
judges. Such rulings, however, do not lay down any 
new principles because the principles are laid down in 
the act itself. On the other hand, judicial rulings do not 
derogate from these principles. English statute law, 
therefore, is final and an analysis of it makes it very clear 
that the rights of parents and children with reference to 
education are part of the statutes themselves. 


British Law on EpucATION 

The British law with reference to education is con- 
tained in the Children Act of 1908 and in the famous 
Education Act of 1921. In these two Acts of the Eng- 
lish imperial Parliament the whole of the statute law has 
been codified in respect to children, parents, and com- 
pulsory education. There are other statutes in exist- 
ence, but the two Acts in question cover the main ground 
so far as parents and schools are concerned. These cita- 
tions from the statute law are, therefore, the whole of the 
law in this regard. 
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All schools in England and Wales, for the purposes 
of the law in regard to the Education Act, are public ele- 
mentary schools. Private schools and private elementary 
schools are not envisaged in the Act, although there is 
nothing in the Act which legislates against the existence 
of such private or private elementary schools. 

There are certain elementary schools, for example, the 
Anglican church schools attached to the parish of St. 
Jude in Birmingham, and St. Peter at the London Docks, 
which have refused to accept the principle of State con- 
trol. These schools, and perhaps others like them, re- 
ceive no grants in aid whatever from the State and rely 
absolutely for their support on their church members. 
There appears to be no challenge on the part of the State 
educational authorities of the right of children to resort 
to these schools. Indeed, the statute law does not appear 
to lay it down that any particular kind of school is to be 
resorted to under legal compulsion. 

For the purpose of primary education the statute law 
embodied in the Education Act of 1921 takes cognizance 
of the public elementary school. It is necessary to add 
here that the Act is far from acceptable in some of its 
clauses, to the Catholic body. 


Two CLaAsses OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

The public elementary schools fall into two categories : 
those that are provided by the State educational authori- 
ties and are under their control in every way; and those 
that are not provided by the State educational authorities 
but by some one or other of the religious denominations. 

The former of these are known as “ provided schools” ; 
that is, the buildings are provided by the State: these are 
the State schools, with a non-religious character, and may 
be said to coincide with the public schools of the United 
States. The second category of public elementary 
schools consist of those whose buildings are not provided 
by the State, local educational authorities. They are 
known as “ schools not provided,” or, more generally, as 
“non-provided schools.” These latter, which are, or 
have been, provided by ‘some religious denomination, 
either Catholic or Protestant or Jewish, receive the State 
subsidies or grants in aid, known as education grants. 
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These grants are made from funds raised by taxation and 
granted by the imperial Parliament purely in regard to 
secular education, which in schools of this kind is under 
the control of the State and conforms to the State sylla- 
bus of education. 

The fact that a non-provided school is conducted by a 
Catholic Order of priests or Brothers or nuns or by the 
Wesleyan Methodists makes no difference so far as be- 
ing recognized by the State and receiving State subsidies 
—since these are paid for the purely secular subjects 
taught in the school. 


PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES RECOGNIZED 

The English statute law considers the parent as having 
control and jurisdiction over the child. It also places 
the primary responsibility for the education of the child 
on the parent. 

It shall be the duty of the parent of every child between the 
ages of five and fourteen, or, if a by-law under this Act so pro- 
vides, between the ages of six and fourteen, to cause that child to 
receive efficient elementary instruction in reading, writing, and 
arithmetic. (E. A. Sec. 42.) 

The point at which the State intervenes in respect of 
the compulsory education of the child is specifically pro- 
vided for in the statute law: 

It shall be the duty of the local education authority for ele- 
mentary education, after due warning to the parent, to complain 
to a court of summary jurisdiction with a view to obtaining a 
school attendance order under this Act in the following cases: 
(a) If the parent of any such child habitually and without reason- 
able excuse neglects to provide efficient elementary instruction for 
his child; or (b) If any such child is found habitually wandering 
or not under proper control, or in the company of rogues, vaga- 
bonds, disorderly persons, or reputed criminals. (E. A. Sec. 42.) 

The above section of the English law makes it quite 
plain that if the parent has a “ reasonable excuse” the 
child may receive instruction in some other place than in 
a public school. 

In the case of defective children the law is very 
specific. Clearer still is the deciding right possessed by 
the parent in the following clause of the statute law: 
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Payments under this part of this Act in respect of a blind, deaf, 
defective, or epileptic child shall not be made on condition of the 
child attending any school certified by the board of education for 
blind, deaf, defective, or epileptic children as the case may be, 
other than such as may reasonably be selected by the parent, nor 
refused because the child attends or does not attend any particular 
school so certified. (E. A. Sec. 66.) 


The character of the religious instruction given in the 
denominational schools is strictly within the purview of 
the religious body that owns those schools. Regarding 
parochial schools, the statute law lays it down that: 

The religious instruction given shall, as regards its character, 
be in accordance with the provisions (if any) of the trust deed 
relating thereto, and shall be under the control of the managers. 
Provided that nothing in this paragraph shall affect any provision 
in a trust deed for reference to the Bishop or superior ecclesiastical 
or other denominational authority as far as such provision gives 
to the Bishop or authority the power of deciding whether the 
character of the religious instruction is or is not in accordance 
with the provisions of the trust deed. (E. A. Sec. 39, par. 5c.) 


The unsectarian character of the State school is very 
clearly outlined in the following statute: 

Every elementary school provided by a local education authority 
shall be conducted under the control and management of that 
authority in accordance with the following regulations: The 
school shall be a public elementary school within the meaning of 
this Act; No religious catechism or religious formulary which is 
distinctive of any particular denomination shall be taught in the 
school... . (E. A. Sec. 28.) 


CONSCIENCE RIGHTS OF CHILD 

English law is likewise very explicit on the conscience 
rights of the child. It particularly stipulates that, in re- 
spect to public elementary schools, local authorities may 
not pass by-laws which violate the religious conscience of 
the child. 

By-laws under this part of this Act—(a) shall not prevent the 
withdrawal of any child from any religious observance or in- 
struction in religious subject; and (b) shall not require any child 
to attend school on any day exclusively set apart for religious 
observance by the religious body to which his parents belong. . . . 
(E. A. Sec. 46, par. 4.) 
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The statute laws also contain a famous conscience 
clause, the scope of which refers to the State schools and 
not to denominational or parochial schools. 

Every elementary school which is conducted in accordance with 
the following regulations shall be a public elementary school within 
the meaning of this Act; and every public elementary school 
conducted in accordance with the following regulations (a copy 
of which regulations shall be conspicuously put up in every school) 
namely—(a) It shall not be required, as a condition of any child 
being admitted into or continuing in the school, that he shall attend 
any Sunday school, or any place of religious worship, or that he 
shall attend any religious observance of any instruction in religious 
subjects in the school or elsewhere, from which observance or 
instructions he may be withdrawn by his parent, or that he shall, 
if withdrawn by his parent, attend the school on any day ex- 
clusively set apart for religious observance by the religious body 
to which his parents belong. The time or times during which any 
religious observance is practised or instruction in religious sub- 
jects is given at any meeting of the school shall be either at the 
beginning or at the end or at the beginning and the end of such 
meeting, and shall be inserted in a time table to be approved by 
the board of education, and to be kept permanently and con- 
spicuously affixed in every school room; and any scholar may be 
withdrawn by his parent from such observances or instruction 
without forfeiting any of the other benefits of the school. (E. A. 
Sec. 27; par. 1,-clauses a and b.) 


REFORMATORY SCHOOL REGULATIONS 


The right of the parent to be consulted and to have his 
say in the religious rights of the child are clearly shown 
in the statute that deals with children placed in reform- 
atory schools. 

When an order has been made for sending a youthful offender 
or child to a certified school which is not conducted in accordance 
with the religious persuasion to which the offender belongs, the 
parent, legal guardian, nearest adult relative, or person entitled to 
the custody of the offender or child may apply—(a) if the de- 
tention order was made by petty sessional court, to a petty sessional 
court acting in and for the place in and for which the court which 
made the order acted; and (b) in any other case, to the Secretary 
of State, to remove or send the offender or child to a certified 
school conducted in accordance with the offender’s or child’s relig- 
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ious persuasion, and the court or Secretary of State, shall, on 
proof of the offender’s or child’s religious persuasion, comply 
with the request of the applicant. ... 


EpucaTion Laws oF SCOTLAND 

Scotland has a special body of education laws. These 
are known as the Scotland Education Act of 1918. They 
recognize clearly the rights of the parent to control the 
education of his child and do not concede to the State 
the control of elementary schools. In the Act of 1918 
an old clause of a law passed during the reign of Queen 
Victoria is reaffirmed in the following clause: 

Whereas it has been the custom in the public schools in Scotland 
to give instruction in religion to chifdren whose parents did not 
object to the instruction so given, but with liberty to parents, 
without forfeiting any of the other advantages of the schools, 
to elect that their children should not receive such instruction, 
be it enacted that education authorities shall be at liberty to con- 
tinue the said custom, subject to the provisions of section sixty- 
eight (Conscience Clause) of the Education (Scotland) Act, 1872. 


The responsibility of the parent for the child’s educa- 
tion is also legally recognized in Scotland: 


The duty of every parent to provide efficient education for his 
children shall continue in respect of each child until that child has 
attained the age of fifteen years. 

And the rights of parents with reference to the educa- 
tion of their children are clearly stated in the following 
section: 

In any case where the department are satisfied, upon repre- 
sentations made to them by the education authority of any educa- 
tion area, or by any church or denominational body acting on be- 
half of the parents of children belonging to such Church or body, 
and after such inquiry as the department deem necessary, that a 
new school is required for the accommodation of children whose 
parents are resident within that education area, it shall be lawful 
for the education authority of that area to provide a new school, 
to be held, maintained and managed by them subject to the con- 
ditions prescribed in sub-section (3) of this section, so. far as 
those conditions are applicable; the time set apart for religious 
instruction in the new school being not less than that so set apart 
in schools in the same education area which have been transferred 
under this section. 





